JSTOR is a not-for-profit service that helps scholars, researchers, and students discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content in a trusted digital archive. We use information technology and tools to increase productivity and facilitate new forms of scholarship. For more information about JSTOR, please contact support@jstor.org. Greek, sandwiched between two tracts on materia medica." The contents of the page, as was disclosed later when the author studied the transcript which the imam had allowed him to make, turned out to be a fragment of a Greek translation of the Latin Opus imperfectum in Matthaeum, which is a collection of homilies on chs. 1-13 and 19-25 of the Gospel according to Matthew. At the conclusion of Matt 24:51, which in the canonical text refers to the judgment when "men will weep and gnash their teeth," the fragment continues with the question, raised by one of the disciples, how these things can be for persons who happen to be toothless. Whereupon Jesus replies, "Teeth will be provided."
will give consideration, first, to some of the chief motives that prompted the production of literary forgeries and other pseudepigrapha in antiquity. Secondly, attention will be given to ancient and modern evaluations of such literature and to a variety of attempts to solve the ethical, psychological, and theological problems connected with the existence of canonical pseudepigrapha.
I. Motives of Ancient Pseudepigraphers
What motives have led writers to issue works under assumed names? One of the rewards for the labor expended in writing books is the author's enjoyment of personal recognition through the circulation of his works. Why any writer should choose to conceal his identity by assuming a false name is a question which has aroused no little curiosity. Diffidence has often been suggested as a prime motive.4 Long before the women's lib movement Mary Ann (or, Marian) Evans used the pseudonym George Eliot, by which she is better known today. In presenting their work under the title, "Poems by Currier, Ellis, and Acton Bell," the Bronte sisters, Charlotte, Emily, and Anne, said, "We had a vague impression that authoresses were liable to be looked on with prejudice." Satirists, iconoclasts, and writers of editorial columns have found pseudonymity a convenient method of launching vitriolic attacks or attempting to mold public opinion. Dean Swift's pseudonym "Lemuel Gulliver" may be mentioned as representative of this category. Humorists and story-tellers have resorted to this practice largely for the purpose of attracting attention to their production. Such names as Sherlock Holmes and Mark Twain are more familiar than their counterparts, Arthur Conan Doyle and Samuel L. Clemens. In times when freedom of speech stood at a premium, many an author escaped censure and even martyrdom by concealing his identity behind a pen name.
Instead of speculating, however, how many of these and other motives may have prompted the production of pseudepigrapha and/or literary forgeries in antiquity, one will do better by collecting specific statements of those who produced and read such literature. who would provide a copy of some ancient author, and, in consequence, many imitations of ancient works were composed and palmed off as genuine.5
More than once Galen describes with indignation how the medical works by both Hippocrates and himself had been corrupted by the interpolations of unscrupulous and uncritical editors.6 Because of the production and sale of forgeries of works under his name, Galen drew up a little tract entitled On His Own Books.7 The immediate reason for writing it was the following incident. One day, in Shoemakers' Street in Rome, where most of the book-shops were located, Galen witnessed a scene that must have delighted his author's heart. A book was displayed bearing the name Doctor Galen. A discussion began as to whether it was a genuine work of Galen's. An educated man standing by, attracted by the title, bought it and began to read it at once to find out what it was about. He had not read two lines before he flung it aside exclaiming: "The style isn't Galen's! The title is false!" This man, Galen comments approvingly, had had a good old-fashioned Greek education at the hands of the grammarians and rhetoricians. But times have changed. Aspirants to medicine and philosophy, without having learned to read properly, attend lectures on those subjects vainly hoping to understand teachings which are the noblest known to men. Accordingly, to avoid false ascriptions to him of inferior writings Galen proposes to list and describe his genuine worksso he wrote the pamphlet entitled On His Own Books.
(2) Occasionally a literary fraud was perpetrated from the motive of pure malice. A counterpart in antiquity to the modern fabrication in czarist Russia of the scurrilous "Protocols of the Learned Elders of Zion" was the attempt of Anaximenes of Lampsacus to blast the reputation of one of his contemporaries, the historian Theopompus of Chios (4th cent. B.C. rival Theopompus, bitter invectives against the three chief cities of Greece, Athens, Thebes, and Sparta. He then sent a copy of the slanderous work to each of these cities, with the result that the unfortunate historian was henceforth unable to appear in any part of the peninsula.
Another example is reported by Eusebius,9 who mentions that early in the fourth century A.D. there appeared a document purporting to be the Acts of Pilate, filled with calumnies against the moral and religious character of Jesus.10 The author, plausibly thought to have been Theotecnus, an apostate from Christianity and a violent persecutor of the church at Antioch, of which city he was curator, issued an edict that schoolmasters should assign the document to their pupils for study and memorization.
(3) Much more often than malevolence were love and respect the motives that prompted the production of pseudonymous works. For example, the desire to honor a respected teacher and founder of a philosophical school prompted the Neo-Pythagoreans to attribute their treatises to Pythagoras himself, who had lived many centuries earlier.11 According to Iamblichus (ca. A.D. 250-ca. 325), it is most honorable and praiseworthy to publish one's philosophical treatises in the name of so venerable a teacher. Very rarely indeed, Iamblichus tell us, have Pythagoreans ascribed to themselves the glory of their inventions, and very few are known as authors of their own works.l2 Thus it was, as Moffatt put it, nothing more than "innocent admiration and naive sympathy which prompted a disciple to reproduce in his own language the ideas, or what he conceived to be the ideas, of his master, and yet forbade him, out of modesty, to present these under his own name."13 (4) The preceding comment leads us to consider next the motive of modesty, which, whether real or alleged, has occasionally been regarded as an incentive in the production of pseudepigraphic works. For example, about A.D. 440 there appeared an encyclical letter from one who identified himself as "Timothy, least of the servants of God," condemning the avarice of the times and appealing to the Church to renounce its wealth and luxury. A copy of this treatise fell into the hands of Bishop Salonius, who apparently surmised who had composed it Ecclesiastical History 9.5,1. '?These Acts (uAro,uv7ijara), which are no longer extant (the work that is currently known as the Acta Pilati is a Christian fabrication), cannot have been a very skillful forgery, for Eusebius (Eccl. Hist. 1.9,2-3) points out a palpable chronological blunder which stamped the document as fiction on its very face.
" Without acknowledging that he was the author of the treatise in question, Salvian undertook to defend the issuing of such a work under a pseudonym.14 After a preliminary paragraph in which he urges that "we ought to be more concerned about the intrinsic value of its contents than about the name of the author," Salvian suggests that although there is only one main reason [why the author did not use his own name in the title of the book], I think that several reasons could be adduced. The first is this, based upon a divine command, that we are urged to avoid every pretense of earthly vainglory, for fear that while we are covetous of the mere bauble of man's praise we should lose our heavenly reward. It follows that when God bids us pray and give our alms in secret, he wants us also to bestow the fruits of our labors in secret.... Nevertheless, it must be confessed that the main reason lies in the fact that the writer, in his own words, is humble in his sight, self-effacing, thinking only of his own insignificance. . . . Therefore, since he thought-and rightly so-that others ought to regard him in the same way that he regarded himself, the author wisely selected a pseudonym for his book for the obvious reason that he did not wish the obscurity of his own person to detract from the influence of his otherwise valuable book. . . . This is the reason-whoever wants to know it-why the pamphlet was published pseudonymously.
It remains to explain why, in particular, the name of Timothy was chosen. This takes us back to the author again. The primary reason is this. Just as humility had prompted him to choose a pseudonym in the first place, so it was reverence and discretion that moved him to use the name of Timothy . . . for the name of Timothy means "the honor of God."'1 Although we may be in doubt how much of Salvian's extended argumentation should be regarded as mere rationalization, at any rate it is clear that he hoped to mollify his bishop by the avowal of self-effacement and modesty as sufficient reason for pseudonymity.
(5) There is another class of undoubtedly spurious writings whose existence can neither be accounted for on the assumption of literary forgery, nor justly attributed to any of the motives thus far mentioned. These are the large number of pseudepigrapha in the collections of speeches attributed to the great Attic orators. Although a certain number of speeches were designedly forged, most of them probably owe their existence to what may be called the interests of dramatic composition.
The post-Aristotelian epoch witnessed the development all over the Greekspeaking world of schools of rhetoric the purpose of which was to give to students an oratorical education. Part of the curriculum were assignments to compose fictitious speeches based on models left by the great Attic orators. Related somewhat to such supposititious productions were the speeches which ancient historians, Greek as well as Roman, were accustomed to put into the mouths of their dramatis personae. These are either wholly fictitious or at best but a reflex of what was, in the writer's knowledge or belief, actually said upon certain occasions.
The historians, moreover, as a rule do not conceal the fictitious nature of these speeches, although it must be said that Roman writers, such as Caesar, Sallust, Livy, and Tacitus, do not deal as frankly with their readers as does Thucydides,17 doubtless because the origin of such rhetorically finished orations was in their day an open secret, and hence not calculated to deceive anyone. It is significant that Josephus, who has occasion in his parallel works to deal twice with the same situation, puts two totally different speeches into the mouth of Herod.l8 What goes under the name of Historia Augusta consists of a mass of speeches, letters, and documents that contain references to more than two hundred characters not elsewhere attested, most of them highly suspect. Among them are no fewer than thirty-five historians or biographers, cited as "authorities," most of whom scholars today (since Dessau's incisive analysis'9) regard as bogus. "Near the beginning of his history (1. 22) Thucydides states: "As to the speeches that were made by different men, either when they were about to begin the war or when they were already engaged therein, it has been difficult to recall with strict accuracy the words actually spoken, both for me as regards that which I myself heard, and for those who from various other sources have brought to me reports. Therefore the speeches are given in the language in which, as it seemed to me, the several speakers would express, on the subjects under consideration, the sentiments most befitting to the occasion, though at Likewise when scribes copied a manuscript that contained a miscellaneous assortment of writings by several authors, there was the ever-present chance of attributing some or all of them to the chief author in the collection, or to the one who happened to be named at the beginning of the manuscript. The corpus known as the Sibylline oracles is another outstanding instance of pseudepigraphic attribution. This collection is an extraordinary conglomerate of elements drawn from ancient pagan oracles on various countries and cities, Jewish compositions of widely different dates, and Christian interpolations of didactic and moralizing content. All through this farrago of verses the profession is kept up that they are the utterances of an ancient prophetess, who is sometimes introduced as speaking of herself as a daughter-in-law of Noah-a representation that was purposely adopted to gain credit for the oracles as real predictions.
Later than the two corpora just mentioned is the collection of Greek and Latin religious and philosophical writings ascribed to Hermes "the ThriceGreatest," a later designation of the Egyptian God, Thoth, regarded as the father and protector of all knowledge (gnosis). The contents of several of the treatises are ascribed to the prophet Tat, the son of Hermes, and to Apuleius.
By way of summary of the preceding section, it has become apparent that in antiquity a very large number of literary forgeries and other pseudepigrapha were in circulation. Although the reasons for their production are not always apparent today, in many instances we can ascertain with tolerable certainty which one of a wide range of motives was responsible for their origin.
II. Problems Concerning Canonical Pseudepigrapha
In the preceding section we have surveyed a variety of motives that prompted ancient writers to produce forgeries and other pseudepigrapha of all kinds. It will be necessary now to examine some of the representative reactions to and evaluations of such productions in both (a) ancient and (b) modern times. was particularly sensitive to stylistic tests but realized that they must be used with caution and restraint).36 It is instructive to examine some of the specific reasons adduced by patristic writers for or against the genuineness of certain disputed books. With regard to the Book of Enoch, for example, apparently some persons in the early Church were inclined to doubt that the antediluvian could have written the book since it would have perished in the flood. Tertullian, however, suggests that they should take into account the circumstance that Noah, the survivor of the flood, would have heard from Methuselah the preachings of Enoch, "since Enoch had given no other charge to Methuselah than that he should hand on the knowledge of them to his posterity."37 On the other hand, Tertullian is severe in his judgment against the Asiatic presbyter who acknowledged that he had written the Acts of Paul and Thecla. The author defended himself at his trial by pleading that it was because of his love for the great Apostle that he had composed the account. His plea, however, was unavailing, and he was deposed from the ministry-and rightly so, Tertullian implies, because in the book the author made Paul guilty of allowing a woman to preach and to baptize!38 In other cases, however, when a given author was held to have been in personal contact with an apostle, Tertullian apparently saw no difficulty in regarding the work as essentially that of the latter, for he says, "[The Gospel] which was published by Mark may be maintained to be Peter's, whose interpreter Mark was; for even the narrative (digestum) of Luke is generally ascribed to Paul-since it is allowable (capat videri) that that which disciples publish should be regarded as their masters' work."39 About the year 200 Bishop Serapion of Antioch prohibited the reading of the Gospel of Peter in the parish of Rhossus, a city of Syria lying northwest of Antioch. On a former visit to that place he had indeed permitted the church to read the book (a work till then unknown to him) in its services. Soon afterward heresy broke out in Rhossus, and some appealed to the Gospel of Peter in support of Docetism. Thereupon Serapion examined the book and, finding some parts of it to be unorthodox, he rejected it peremptorily as a forgery (~evSerty pafov).40
In Gospel according to Thomas, which, tinged with the fragrance of the evangelical title, corrupts the souls of the more simple."41 From the preceding examples it appears that patristic writers condemned pseudonymous works not merely on literary grounds but also, and sometimes primarily, on doctrinal grounds.42 After the limits of the canon became more widely recognized, pseudepigrapha that were also apocryphal were put on the forbidden list of works. But there were many exceptions-probably because there were many different motives that led to the production of pseudepigrapha-and no strictly consistent policy or pattern can be discerned either in the selection of the OT or the NT books or in the rejection of other books. in the church" that, so it is asserted, "would not be tinged with any misunderstanding" concerning the production of pseudepigrapha? Still more to the point, how can it be so confidently known that such productions "would deceive no one"? Indeed, if nobody was taken in by the device of pseudepigraphy, it is difficult to see why it was adopted at all. A much needed corrective to such loose and unsupported statements was provided by Friedrich Torm in his monograph on the psychological problems that are involved in the production of ancient pseudepigrapha, particularly those of a religious cast.45 After considering a wide range of pseudepigraphic literature, including Orphic, Hermetic, Sibylline, and a few Jewish writings, he concludes that, so far as the evidence is concerned, we must say that "a pseudonymous writing was either believed and therefore highly esteemed, or its inauthenticity was perceived and therefore the document was regarded as somewhat disreputable."46 In fact the notion of dramatic personation as a legitimate literary device is never mentioned, and seems never to have been thought of as a defense of such compositions. If any author wrote a pseudonymous book in such a way, he must have been very unsuccessful in his purpose; for it was generally taken as a genuine work, or else rejected as feigned and worthless. (those of Paul, Ignatius, and Polycarp) and pseudonymous epistles (the Deuteropaulines, Catholic epistles, and the Epistle of Barnabas), Aland argues that anonymity and pseudonymity of NT books are closely connected and that one should not consider the latter apart from the former. He thinks that the earliest period in the production of Christian writings was dominated by anonymity. For example, all the Gospels were originally published anonymously, and the Book of Acts (despite the "we-sections") and such treatises in the corpus of Apostolic Fathers as I Clement and the Epistle of Barnabas lack any explicit mention of the name of the author. It was only at a later date that titles and names of authors were supplied.
Among pseudonymous Christian writings Aland finds that the Didache, or the Teaching of the Twelve Apostles, provides the key to understanding the transition from anonymity to pseudonymity. How, asks Aland, could this document, whose author must have been known to those to whom he first communicated it, have been accepted as the work of the twelve apostles? Aland answers by suggesting that the author "knew himself to be a charismatic, and was acknowledged [by others] as such, because the content of the message confirmed the claim." Accordingly, "the written version of what hitherto had been delivered at any congregational meeting" as the teaching of the twelve apostles "received the same credence as the charismatically spoken word, and thus the Didache achieved recognition in the Church of those days."51 In other words, "what happened in pseudonymous literature of the early period was nothing but the shift of the message from the spoken to the written word. In this change not only was the tool by which the message was given irrelevant, but according to the view of that time it would have amounted to falsification even to name this tool, because, according to this conception, it was not the author of the writing who really spoke, but only the authentic witness, the Holy Spirit, the Lord, the apostles. When the pseudonymous writings of the New Testament claimed the authorship of the most prominent apostles . ... , this was not a skillful trick of the so-called fakers, in order to guarantee the highest possible reputation and the widest possible circulation for their work, but the logical conclusion of the presupposition that the Spirit himself was the real author."52 Although at first sight Aland seems to have made an advance in solving some of the perplexing problems of early Christian pseudonymity, after more mature reflection one is troubled by several disturbing questions. For example, is it legitimate to make such a hard-and-fast distinction between the mentality of those who composed letters and those who composed epistles? Is not such a distinction arbitrary in the extreme?53 Secondly, one has an uneasy feeling that a survey of data limited to Christian literature produced within a span of two centuries is unduly restricted. Thirdly, does not Aland's argument lead to the fatal consequence that the writers of Christian pseudepigrapha during the second, third, and fourth generations were more strongly under the influence of the Spirit than was the Apostle Paul?54 The most recent extensive contributions to the discussion of religious pseudepigrapha and literary forgeries in antiquity are those of Joseph A. Sint55 and Wolfgang Speyer,56 both of whom make a sharp distinction between secular and religious documents. Sint classifies ancient pseudonymous writings in two main categories, those arising from mythical and religious motivating forces, and those arising from literary creative forces, though he admits that these categories are not mutually exclusive. Speyer's classification is more detailed. After differentiating between secular and religious documents, he classifies the latter in three categories: (a) Genuine religious pseudepigrapha, widespread in the Near East and also known in Greece and Rome, emerged from mythological origins and represented a deity or a mythological personage as the author. (b) There were also forged religious pseudepigrapha which imitated the genuine religious pseudepigrapha, and (c) fictional religious pseudepigrapha, which were artistic compositions that belong to the realm of poetic art.
It was the heretics, Speyer thinks, who began the production of "pious" forgeries in the early church. In the ensuing struggle with gnosticizing and libertine communities, orthodox writers (such as, for example, the author of the Epistle of Jude) adopted pseudepigraphy, which had proved to be an effective literary contrivance.57 In the ensuing years, when there was so much talk about forgeries which were also regarded as heretical, the composition of pseudonymous writings in a good sense was rather unlikely. In fact, according to Speyer, only a few authors, particularly those in remote regions, employed the pseudepigraphic format (Einkleidung) in a good sense.58
Apart from questions that might be raised concerning the validity of Speyer's attributing the origin of "pious" pseudepigrapha to heretics,59 it is problematic 64 So also Horst R. Balz, "Anonymitit und Pseudepigraphie im Urchristentum," ZTK 66 ( how far such schematically ordered classifications are really helpful in the evaluation of pseudepigrapha. At most they draw attention to the variety of motives that led to the production of forgeries and pseudepigrapha, and the consequent difficulty of applying any one criterion in judging them. Speyer's tendency, however, toward setting up strict categories occasionally makes for artificial distinctions.
One must conclude from the preceding survey that literary forgeries were of many kinds, from the amusing hoax to the most barefaced and impudent imposture, and that the moral judgment to be passed on each must vary accordingly. Indeed, in many cases such a judgment can be only tentative, not only from sheer inability to discover the motive which prompted the author, but also because the Platonic doctrine of the "noble falsehood"60 pervaded Greek speculation and passed by inheritance to hellenistic culture in general. Thus it is not surprising that the assumption underlying the attitude of many was that the mere formal accuracy of a statement was of infinitely less importance than the religious or moral value of its content.
Conclusion
From the preceding discussion it will be obvious that a consideration of ancient literary forgeries and canonical pseudepigrapha involves a complex set of problems to which there are no pat answers. The fact that a wide variety of motives prompted the production of falsely ascribed treatises, and the prevalence of differing degrees of sensitivity to the morality of such productions, should warn us against attempting to find a single fomula that will solve all questions, whether literary, psychological, ethical, or theological. The following comments have the modest aim of suggesting several considerations, some more tentative than others, that bear upon general issues rather than upon the credentials of individual books of the Bible-for whether a given book is or is not a pseudepigraphon can be determined only after undertaking a careful and detailed literary and historical analysis.61
It is necessary first to set to one side those books and parts of books which themselves make no claim to specific authorship, but to which, in the course of time, others have supplied the name of an author. Thus, for example, no stigma can be leveled against the anonymous Epistle to the Hebrews because the title given to it in the later manuscripts declares it to be by the Apostle Paul. which had been associated with Moses and Solomon. In the former case Moses was regarded as the fountainhead of all legal stipulations. We can in fact see within the OT how this process operated. When David was making a raid against the Amalekites (1 Sam 30:7-25), a third of the men were left behind, and after the raid a dispute arose as to whether they were entitled to a share of the booty. But David said, "As his share is who goes down to the battle, so shall his share be who stays by the baggage; they shall share alike"-to which the editor adds the comment, "and from that day forward he made it a statute and an ordinance for Israel to this day." Yet in Num 31:27-28 this "law" is assigned to Moses as part of the original revelation.
The same process of accretion is even more obvious with regard to Solomon. In the course of the development of tradition, Solomon became the outstanding example of a ruler endowed with divine wisdom and capable of transmitting that wisdom. The collection of proverbs originally attributed to Solomon attracted to itself many other similar aphorisms, so that eventually the contents of the entire book of Proverbs (with the exception of chs. 30 and 31) came to be ascribed to him. Two other sapiential books, Ecclesiastes and Wisdom, are also pseudonymous-for, despite the absence of the name of Solomon within the body of either book, the total representation of authorship in both is intended to convey to the reader the assurance of Solomonic authorship.
Whereas the choice of Moses and Solomon as pseudonyms for legal and sapiential material can be regarded as altogether natural, what can be said of the pseudonymity of apocalyptic? Here there is no single figure to whom apocalyptic writers could make their appeal by the use of his name. As a result we find that a great variety of names were called upon as authors of apocalyptic literature. In addition to each of the twelve patriarchs (Reuben, Simeon, Levi, Judah, Issachar, Zebulun, Dan, Naphtali, Gad, Asher, Joseph, Benjamin), apocalypses were ascribed to a dozen other Old Testament worthies, namely Adam, Enoch, Noah, Abraham, Moses, Elijah, Isaiah, Baruch, Zechariah, Daniel, Zephaniah, and Ezra.
In this connection we must extend our consideration beyond the limits of purely literary convention and raise a question about the psychology of a writer who attributed his literary production to an ancient and honored figure. What ought we say concerning the sanity of an author who, for example, calmly identifies himself with Enoch, the seventh from Adam? Is he deluded-in plain English, crazy-or is there some other explanation that accounts for the predominance of pseudonymity among apocalyptic writers?
The Hebrews, as is well known, had what is to us a peculiar consciousness of time, so that centuries could be telescoped and generations spanned. For example, more than once long after the Exodus a prophet addressed his contemporaries as those whom God had delivered out of Egyptian bondage (e.g., Judg 6:8; Amos 2:10; Mic 6:4; Hag 2:5). This idea of corporate personality may account for the peculiar impression given by apocalyptic writers, namely the conviction, apparently shared by author and ancient readers alike, that the apocalypse is a bona fide disclosure of ancient lore. How this conviction was generated is problematical, but at least the possibility should be left open that it arose from a vivid sense of kinship which the apocalyptist shared with the one in whose name he wrote. Such a kinship would have been felt still more intensely if, as may well have occurred more than once, the account reflects actual visionary experiences which the author believed he had received through divine inspiration. Enoch, for example, is described by Mowinckel as "patron saint" of subsequent sages and apocalyptic preachers, so that "just as Noah once visited him 'at the end of the earth' and received mysteries revealed by him, so also the sages of the present age [that of the apocalyptists] through prayer and fasting and study of the old books, and perhaps also by means of ecstatic exercises, are able to get revelations from him to complete and give authentic interpretations of the ancient traditions."62 Thus, as a contemporary scholar concludes, "pseudonymity is to be explained in terms both of tradition and of inspiration which in turn are to be understood in terms of that peculiar Hebrew psychology to which the apocalyptists had fallen heir."63 When we turn from psychological problems to ethical and theological problems we must especially be on guard against making off-hand or summary judgments. The question whether the pseudonymity of certain books in the canon is consistent with their being divinely inspired, or whether we should exclude from the Bible any book that professes to be the work of someone other than its real author, cannot be answered in a simplistic manner, either in the affirmative or the negative. "It is clear that the sacred writers may have employed any of the literary forms in use among their contemporaries 'so long as they are in no way inconsistent with God's sanctity and truth' (Enchir. Bibl. 559). ... Only very few literary forms, past and present, could in fact be excluded on this score, and even then it would perhaps be because of the content rather than of the form. It has been said that whereas we could very well imagine God inspiring a novelist like Dostoyevsky we could never dream that he would inspire a pornographic novel. That is so. but the observation is not altogether relevant since in either case, the form might be the same. We can hardly ever, in fact, decide a priori what is becoming or unbecoming to God, for divine condescension goes deeper than we know. When we study the written word of God it is well to have in mind the stark reality of the 
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